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Biſhop COLZENS's 
ARGUMENT. 


Adultery works a Diſſolution of the Marriage. 


Jang the Subſtance of ſeveral of Biſhop Cozstn s his 


Speeches in the Houfe of Lords, upon the Debate of the 
Lord R o s s's Caſe. 


T aken from Original Papers writ in the Biſhop's own Hand. 


HE Queſtion is indefinitely to be ſpoken of, Whether a Man being diwar- 
ced from his Wife, who hath committed Adultery, and is convifted of it, may 


Marry himſelf to another Wife or no, during the Life of her which is di- 
wvorced, 


Ln, 


The Place in St. Matthew the $**, repeated again St. Matthew the 19", has great Per- 

icuity : Tf it be not lawful for any man to put away his Wife, and Marry again, except 
it be in the Caſe of Fornication, ( for the diſplacing the words, by putting the Ex- 
zption before the Marriage, cannot alter the Senſe ) ; then 4 contrarzo, it mult of ne- 
ellity follow, That if the Wife be put away for Fornication, the Husband by the Te- 
nor of Chriſt's words is left free to Marry again; which Freedom is not allow'd the 
Adultereſs her ſelf, nor toany man elſe that ſhall Marry her. 

St. Mark and St. Luke have been oppoſed to St. Matthew; and it has been faid, that 
Cris words in St. Matthew did not properly belong to Chriſt's Diſciples, or the Chre- 
lian Church, as the words in St. Mark and St. Luke, which are abſolute, do; which 
ba Saying that neither I, nor, I think, no body elſe ever heard of before: For Chri/t's 
&rmon in the Mount was ſpoken to his Diſciples, and eſpecially belonged to Chri/tians. 

Tis clear they are ſpoken to his Diſciples; tot he ſays to them, that they are he Sal? 
if the Earth, and the Light of the World; and that they are bleſſed, when they ſuffer 
ferſecution for his Name's ſake ; which no man will ſay or apply to the Jews. 

Tis true, that in the 19*" Chapter of St. Matthew, Chriſt anſwers the Scrites and Pha- 
riſcees, who came to tempt him with their Queſtion, Whether it was lawful for a man tc 

t away his Wife for any cauſe, as they ſaid Moſes had permitted them to do. But the An- 
Fr that Chriſt gave them, That it was not lawful, þut only in the caſe of Acultery, for 

JR, ut Fat away their Wives, and to marry another, was a Rule which concerned a// Chr:- 
:ans to obſerve for ever after ; and for that reaſon was recorded by St. Matthew.” 

The words in St. Mark and St. Luke, are not to be taken abſolutely, but to be ſupplied. 
and underſtood by his words in St. Matthew ; as in many other Cafes is clear ; wv/z. the 
Thief upon the Croſs, Baptiſm in the Name of the Father, Son, znd Holy Ghoſt, &c 
whereof many Inſtances may be brought, as the deſtruction of Niniveh, Qc. 

But for Chriſt's words, the Exception confirms the Rule, and inters a Conceſſion, that 
in the Caſe of Fornication, the putting away one. Wife, and Marrying another, is al- 
lowed, It is alike with divers other his Exceptions, which are found in Scripture * For 
| brevity, 1 will inſtance in this one (wiz, ) Except ye repent, ye ſhall all likewiſe periſh . 
'Upon which Text, if I or any Biſhop elſe were to Preach, I believe we ſhould not difcharge 
- our Duty, unleſs we ſhould tell the People, That it by the Grace of God r!;ey did ve» 
pent, they ſhould not periſh. 


>4 


Ti;e 


” . 
4, 


again. Concil. Yenet, If they Marry in any other Caſe than Fornication, they are to be 


(2) 

-Fhe Exception here, & jj, nf, unleſs, is parallel with the r Xags 3. 18, Noye wer, 
iu the houſe, except we twain3 they Two therefore were, others were nor. 

Such Exceptions proceeding from natural Equity, are tacitly implied in Laws, 
though pronounced in general Terms. | 

But as to the Exception here, the Words are not capable of any other Senſe 111z1 WW 
as I have obſerved ; for except that Reſtraint be reterred to Marrying again, the Senſ- 
would run thus, Whoſoever puts away his wife commits Adultery ; which ttands not v of l 
Truth or Reaſon ; ſince it is not. the Diſmiſſion that is Adulcerous, but the Marriage [ 
of »nother. Ir is, therefore, the plain drift of our Saviour to teach the Phariſee, thar Þ | 
the Marriage of a Second Wife after a Diſmittion of a Former, upon any other cauſe, ex. | \ 
cept for fornication, 1 no leſs than Adultery ; thereby inferring, That upon 1 Jult 
Dilmifion for Fornication, a Second Marriage cannot be branded with Adultery, p 

Beſides, the Phariſee's Queſtion [ 1s it lawful for a man to put away his wi/e for eye, 1 
cauſe ] was not without a plain implication of Liberty to matry another ; which ed 
Savicur well knowing, gives a ſull Anſwer, as well to what he meant, as what hs ſia . Ml C 
which had not been perfeRly Satisfaftory, if he had only determined that one part con. MI © 
cerning Diſmifſion, and not the other concerning Marriage ; which Clauſe, if T&9 
Evangeliſts expreſs not, yet it mutt be tetch'd neceſſarily trom the Third ; fince it is > I 
ſure and irre{ragable Rule, 7hat ail Four Evangeliſts make up one perfeit Goſpel. it 

The - Rhemiſts and College of Doway urge for the Popiſh DoCtrine, Rom, 7, 2. 7s jp 
woman which hath an husband, is bound by the law to her husband as long as he liveth. Bur 


an, 

x, This place is tobe Expounded by Chrif?'s Words. ovg 

2. Sr, Pal hath no occaſion here to ſpeak of Pivorce, but of Marriaze whole 2nd [ou 3 

25 it ſtands by G:d"s Ordinance. | Bel 
3. He ſpeaks of a Woman who is under an Husband ; fo is not ſhe that is Divorce MW ot 
from him. that 
4. St. Paul uſcth this to his purpoſe of the Law being dead, ro which we arc noo al 
bound. | tran; 
T 

Nor is their DoQtrine more favoured by 1 Cor. 7. 10. Let not the woman depart; as b:Wlii: p 
ing in her Choice whether {he would depart or not: But in the Caſe of Fornication, i1;Miic: 
was to depart, or iat5cr © put away, whether ſhe would or nor. 
The Bond of- thi ze i5t0 he enquired into, what it properly is. Being a Con{W'rw 
Jugal Promr© Solcianly wmaie ritween a Man and his Wife, That each of them will 


live tog-ther according to God's Holy Ordinance, notwithſtanding Poverty, or Infirmi 
or ſuch other things as may happen during their Lives. Separation from Bed and Board, 
which is part of their Promile fo to live together, doth plainly break that part of tl 
Bond whereby they are 1-1 to live together both as to Bed and Board : the diſtinio 
betwixt Bed and, Board and the Bond, is new, never mentioned in the Scripture, an 
unknown in the Ancient Church z deviſcd only by the Canoni/ts and the Schoolmen in t 
Latin Church (tor the Gree# Church knows it not) to ſerve the Pope's turn the bette 


till he got it cſtabliſh-'! in the Council of Trent ; at which time, and never before, he la 


his Anathema upon a!l them-thar were of another Mind ; forbidding all Men to Marr 
and not to make any uſe of Chriſt's C peefieg thi 
Bed and Board, cr CohabiratioW, belong to the Eſſence and Subſtance of MatrimonWerty | 


which made Eraſmus and Biſhyp Hall ſay, That the diſt inftion of thoſe two from the Bond, 
merely Chimerical, and Fancy. 

The promiſe of Conſtancy and mutual Forbearance, if it hinders Divorce as to t 
Bond, hinders it al{o-as 10 Bed and Board ; becauſe the ſame Bed and the fame Table wKtt cor 
Promiſed in the Marriage Contra&t ; but the Promiſe does not extend even tqThe 
Tolerating Adultery, or Malicious Deſertion; which, according to God's Ordingnce 
Difſolves the Marriage. | —— 

Our Saviour ſpeaks of Divorces Inſtituted by the Moſaical Law ; but they were no othe 
than Divorces from the Bond. 

The Form a the Bill of Drvorce, among the Jews was this, Be Expelled from me, ans | m 
free for any Body elſe. To give the Bill of Divorce, is from the Febrew Root MI, which ot 1 
15 to break, or cut oft rhe Marriage, With this agree the Ancient Canons, Councils, and' \its 
Fathers of the Church. :m 

Concil. Neoceſar. & Elib. forbid the retaining an Adulterous Wife. Concil. Eliber. Au r 
relian. & Arelatens. give Liberty in ſuch caſe to Marry again. Clemexss Conſtitutions F 

z 


Zertullian, St. Baſil in his Canons, approved by a general Council, are for Marrying 


1 
IC 


Excommunicated, and not otherwiſe. Concil Wormat, gives Liberty to the Innocent | « 


Party to Marry after Divorce, Concil Lateran. ives leave for the 
Year to Marry again 7 IMmnocent Party aftera pr 


Gonctd. | 
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Concil, Lateran. If any one take another Wife while a Suit is depending, and afterward: 
there be a Divorce between him and the Firſt, he may remain with the Second. 

Laftantius, St. Hierom and Epiphanius , are for allowance of Marriage aſter Divorce. 
Chryſoſtom , Fom. 19. 1 Cor. 7. lays, That the marriage is diſſolved by adultery ; aad that 
the husband, after he hath put her away, is no longer her husband. 

Theophylatt on the 16" of St. Luke fays, That St. Luke muſt be interpreted by 
Sr. Matthew. St. Hillary is for marrying again, as Dr. F«!k faith upon St. Matthew 
the V*®, The Eaſtern Biſhops, 1n the Council of Florence, arc for marrying again. Jun 
Martyr ſpeaks of a Chriſtian Woman's giving a Bill of Divorce to a Diſſolure Husband, 

without finding any fault with it. 

St. Ambroſe ſays, A man may marry again, if he put away an Adulterous Wife ; 7þ20- 
doret ſaid of a Wife who violated rhe Laws of Marriage? : Therefore our Lord requires the 
Bond or Tye of Marriage to be diſſolved, | 

All the Greek Church to this day allow it. Eraſmys, Cajetan, and other Papiſts : The 
Civil Law , and the Laws of the Emperor, are clear tor it : And the Conſtitutions of 
our own Church of England in the time of 72.8. FE. 6. and Queen Eliz. 

The Practice of the Engliſh Church : In the Star. x Fac. c.11. againſt Second Marciapes, 
Divorces are excepted ; and In Cazon 107. *tis provided they ſhall not marry again 3 but 
itis not ſaid ſuch Marriages are void, only the Caution is forkeited : Neither doth the Canon 
ſpeak of ſuch Separations, wherein the Boad it ſelf is Lroken, as "tis by Fornication. 

Even the Canon-Law allows marrying again, incaſe a Woman ſeek her Husband's Life ; 
znd in Cafe of a Bond- woman. Gratiaa fays, in the Cafe of Adultery Lawtul Marriages 
ovght not to be denied, In the Cafe of an Incurable Leproſy, it was the Advice of 
&t Gregory to Auſtin the Monk, That he that could not contain, ſhould rather marry. 
Belarmin owns that the Bond of the Marriage of Infidcls is d:tlolvable ; bur rhe Marriage 
ofthe Faithful, and of Infidels, is of the ſame nature : And Juftinian, a Jeluit, confelles, 
that it is ſimply lawſpl for the Innocent Party to marry again. And the R:iman Doors 
alow a_diffolur;on of the Bond of Marriage, it the Parties ſhould, aticr conſummation, 
mnsfer themſelves into a Friery or Nunnery. 

The Canons which in the caſe of Adultery prohibit Marrying 1a the Lite time of 
le guilty Pcrion, are contrary to Two/Acts of Parliament made 25 Z.8. and 3 & 4 F.s. 
kierein no Canons are allowed that be any way repugnant to the Laws of God, or the Scrip- Ref Leg: 
we, the King's Prerogative Royal, and the Statutes of this Land. 32 Pcrſons were to re- _— Tit, 
irw the Canon-Law, in which Review, drawn up by Archbiſhop Cranmer, the Innocent & Do 
krſon is permitted to marry agairi, according to Chriſt's Law and Conceſſion. 
We have Examples of ſuch Marriages in /Z. 4. of France, ZH. 8. of Fnolard, Lord 
Ioitjoy, Lord Rich , Biſhop Thornborough, and divers others: And it is obſervable, 
nat in the Cf of the Marqueſs of Northampton, 5 E. 6. who had been divorced for his 
dy's Avu':-/+, :nd married another before any Act of Parliament made concerning 
an Ac which paſſ:d afterwards (only two Spiritual, and two Temporal Lords diſſcn- 
0g) declares he had been at /iberty by the Laws of God to marry, and did lawfully marry 
other; Where the Ad maniteſtly ſuppoſes, that whatever had obtained*tor Law till 
at time, was void, as being contrary to God's Law. 

The moſt cornfiderable Men of the Reform'd Churches both at home and abroad, are 
this Opinion : Grotzus quotes 7ertullide, in whoſe time it was lawful for the Innocent 
ty to Marry, 

Lancelct Inſt. Fur. Can, acknowledges that Divorce is a diſſolution of the Marriage. 
Seldea, who is not likely to contradict the Laws of this Kingdom, maintaineth, That 
 tWarriage after Divorce 45 to be allowed: And in that particular, Dr. Hammond doth 
watt contradict him, but is clearly for ir. 

n tQThe Opinion of Ameſias deſerves to be ſet down at large: * Marriage, fays he, can- 
nce Mot rib by men at their pleaſure z and for that reaſon, as it is conſidered fim- 
7d ablolurly, it is rightly faid to be indiflolvable ; becauſe Marriage is not on- 

a Civil, bur a Divine ConjunAion ; and is alſo of that nature , that it cannot be 
Tolved without: detriment to cither Party: Yet it is not ſo indiffolvable , bur 
2, ang | may be dillolved for a Cauſe which God approves asjuſt ; for the Indifſolvability was 
vhich ot inſtiruted for a Puniſhment, bur for the Cornfort of Innocent Perſons ; and it 24- 

_ and' \its an Exception, wherein God ceaſes to conJoin. By Adultery twoare made not to 


:?main one Fleſh: hence it is, that a Contagious Diſeaſe is not a Cauſe of diſlolving 
- Au- \arriage. By Adultery the very Eſſence of the Contratt is diredaly violated , but the Conn 
tions, Kt ceaſing, the Bond depending on the Contratt neceſſarily ceaſes. It is againtt all rea- 
Trying 4, that all Matrimomal Durics ſhould be for ever taken away, yet the Bond or Obli- 
tobe tion to thoſe uries ſhould continue, The words of our Lord, Matth. 5. 32.and 
1ocent | 9. have no diltinEtion or limitation of the putting away, but ſimply and ablolutely 
aftera prov? of putting away 3 therefore they approve of a putting away, not partial, or 


p particular purpoſe, from Bed and Board, but Tora! 
Gpnci1, | None 


2 


" 
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-Fhe Exception here, & pc, »if, unleſs, is parallel with the r Aaxgs 3. 18, Noe wer, 
in the houſe, except we twains they Two therefore were, others were not. 

Such Exceptions proceeding from natural Equity, are tacitly implied in Laws, 
though pronounced in general Terms. 

But as to the Exception here, the Words are not capable of any other Senſe 114; 
as 1 have obſerved ; for except that Reſtraint be reterred to Marrying again, the Sent 
would run thus, Whoſoever puts away his wife commits Adultery ; which ttands not wit!, 
Truth or Reaſon ; ſince it is not. the Diſmiſſion that is Adulcerous, but the Marriage 
of »nother. Ir is, therefore, the plain drift of our Saviour to teach the Phariſce, thar 
the Marriage of a Second Wife after a Diſmittion of a Former, «pon any other cauſe, ex- 
cept for fornication, is no leſs than Adultery ; thereby interrivg, That upon a jug 
Diſmiftion for Fornication, a Second Marriage cannot be branded with Adultery, 

Beſides, the Phariſee's Queſtion [ Is it lawful for a man to put away his wi/e for ever; 
cauſe ] was not without a plain implication of Liberty to marry another ; which cr 
Saviour well knowing, gives a ſull Anſwer, as well to what he meant, as what he Nid ; 
which had not been perfeRly Satisfactory, i he had only determined that one part con. 
cerning Diſmifſion, and not the other concerning Marriage ; which Clauſe \. if Two 
Evanzeliſts expreſs not, yet it muft be fetch'd neceſfarily trom the Third ; fince it is 2 
ſure and irreſragable Rule, 7hat all Four Evangeliſts make up one perfelt Goſpel. | 

The - Rhemi/ts and College of Doway urge for the Popiſh Doctrine, Rom, 7. 2, Tis 
woman which hath an husband, is bound by the law to her husband as long as he liveth. But 


a0, 

i. This place is tobe Expounded by Chrif?'s Words. on 

2. St. Pal hath no occaſion here to ſpeak of Pivorce, but of Marriaze whole aud (51:7, WM $ 

42S it ſtands by G:d"s Ordinance. | | By 
3. He ſpeaks of a Woman who is under an Husband ; fo is not ſhe that is Divorced [t 
from him. | | | thy 
4. St. Paul uſeth this to his purpoſe of the Law being dead, ro which we arc nor Wl il 
bound. | = 


Nor istheir DoQtrine more favoured by 1 Cor. 7. 10. Let aot the woman depart ; as be WM ti: 
ing in her Choice whether the would depart or not : But in the Caſe of Fornication, ::M vic 


Was t© depart, or iather © put away, whether ſhe would or nor. lue, 
Tie Bord of the Marriage i219 he enquired into, what it properly is. Being a Con-M its 
Jugal Promi's Solemmanly in cen a Man and his Wife, That each of them will Fri: 


live tog-ther according to God's Holy Ordinance, notwithſtanding Poverty, or Infirmiry,l V 
or ſuch other things as may happen during their Lives. Separation from Bed and Board MW ur 
which is part of their Promile fo to live together, doth plainly break that part of thefW lat 
Bond whereby they are 1i-7 to live together both as to Bed and Board : the diſtintionWldy 
betwixt Bed and, Board and the Bond, is new, never mentioned in the Scripture, andW!t, a: 
unknown in the Ancient Churchz deviſed only by the Canoni/ts and the Schoolmen in theWiing) 
Latin Church ( tor the Greek Church knows it not to ſerve the Pope's turn the better W0oth 
till he got ir cſtabliſh-«! in the Council of Trent ; at which time, and never before, he laidttut r 
his Anathema upon all them-that were of another Mind ; forbidding all Men to Marry Tt 
and not to make any uſe of Chriſt's C wceſſiog. « th; 

Bed and Board, cr Cohabiraric® belong to the Eſſence and Subſtance of Matrimony 
which made Eraſmus and Biſhop Hall fay, That the diſt inftion of thoſe two from the Bend, i 
merely Chimerical, and Fancy. 

The promiſe of Conſtancy and mutual Forbearance, if it hinders Divorce as to th@Marr 
Bond, hinders it alſo-as to Bed and Board ; becauſe the fame Bed and the fame Table werdot c: 
Promiſed in the Marriage Contra&t ; but the Promiſe does not extend even tof T} 
Tolerating Adultery, or Malicious Deſertion; which, according to God's Ordingnc® Mot 
Difſolves the Marriage. —— 

Our $14/0ur ſpzaks of Divorces Inſtituted by the Moſaical Law ; but they were no othg E 
than Divorces from the Bond, Ss {7 

The Form of the Bll of Drvorce, among the Jews was this, Be Expelled from me, ana fit 1 
free for any Body elſe. To give the Bill of Divorce, is from the Hebrew Root 0713, which no 
5 to break, or cut off rhe Marriage, With this agree the Ancient Canons, Councils, anf* m 
Fathers of the Church. 

Concil. Neoc&ſar. & E1ib. forbid the retaining an Adulterous Wife. Concil. Fliber. 
relian. & arelatens, give Liberty in ſuch caſe ro Marry again. C/emeys's Conſtituth © zr; 
Tertullian , St. Baſil in his Canons, approved by a general Council, are for Marry * {6 
__again. Concil. Venet, If they Marry in any other Cafe than Fornication, they are © 

Excommunicated, and not otherwiſe. Concil Wormat. gives Liberty to the Inno} *©+ 


Party to Marry after Divorce, Concil Lateran. gives leave for the mnocent Party aff © aj 
Year to Marry again, ; 6 


&p 


4.3 
Concil. Lateran. If any one take another Wife while a Suit is depending, and afterward: 
there be a Divorce between him and the Firſt, he may remain with the Second. 
Lattantius, St. Hierom and Epiphaninus , are for allowance of Marriage aſter Divorce, 
WH chryſofforr , For. 19. 1 Cor. 7. lays, That the marriage 1s diſſolved by 5; aad that 
tle husband, after he hath put her away, is no longer her husband. 
Theophyladt on the 16" of St. Luke fays, That St. Luke muſt be interpreted by 
St. Matthew. St. Hilary is for marrying again, as Dr. F«!k faith upon St. Matthew 
the V*'®, The Eaſtern Biſhops, in the Council of Florence, are for marrying again. Ju/in 
Hartyr ſpeaks of a Chriſtian Woman's giving a Bill of Divorce to a Diſfolure Husband, 
without finding any fault with it. 
St. Ambroſe ſays, A man may marry again, if he put away an Adulterous Wife ; Theo- 
Jiret faid of a Wife who violated tlic Laws of Marra g2 : Therefore our Lord requires the 
Bond or Tye of Marriage to be diſſolved. | ; 
All the Greek Church to this day allow it. Eraſmus, Cajetan, and other Papiſts : The 
Civil Law , and the Laws of the Emperor, are clear tor it : And the Conſtitutions of 
our own Church of England in the time of 77. 8, F. 6. and Queen Eliz. 
, The Practice of the Engliſh Church: In the Star, 1 Fac. c.11. againſt Second Marriages, 
Divorces are excepted ; and 1n Cazoz 107. *tis provided they ſha!l not marry again 3 bur 
tis not ſaid ſuch Marriages are voic, only the Caution 1s forfeited : Neither doth the Canon 
ſreak of ſuch Separations, wherein the Boad it ſelf is broken, as "tis by Fornication. 
Even the Canon-Law allows marrying again, in cafe a Woman ſeck her Husband's Life ; 
ind in Caſe of a Bond- woman. Gratzaz ſays, in the Caſe of Adultery Lawtul Marriages 
weht not to be denied. In the Cafe of an Incurable Leproſy, it was the Advice of 
$ Gregory to Auſtin the Monk, That he that could not contain, ſhoulggrather marry, 
kIarmin owns that the Bond of the Marriage of Inſfidels is d:{Iolvable ; br rhe Marriage 
dthe Faithful, and of Infidels, is of the fame nature : And Juftinian, a Jelut, confelles, 
tht it is ſimply law{pl for the Innocent Party to marry again. And the R:mas DoCtors 
low a_difſolur;on of the Bond of Marriage, it the Parties ſhould, aticr conſummation, 
tnsfer themſelves into a Friery or Nunnery. 
The Canons which in the caſe of Adultery prohibit Marrying 1a the Lite time of 
tiz guilty Perſon, are contrary to Two/Acts of Parliament made 25 Z. 3. and 3 & 4 F.6. 
vierein no Canons are allowed that be any way repugnant to the Laws of God, or the Scrip- Ref Leg, 
twe, the King's Prerogative Royal, and the Statutes of this Land. 32 Perſons were to re- E<c'#!- Tir. : 
ww the Canon-Law, in which Review, drawn np by Archbiſhop Cranmer, the Innocent = Ow, | 
fron is permitted to marry again, according to Chriſt”s Law and Conceſſion. "4 
We have Examples of ſuch Marriages in 7. 4. of France, H. 8. of Fng/and, Lord 
Muitjoy, Lord Rich , Biſhop Thornborough, and divers others And it 1s obſervable, 
That in the C+{- o: the Marqueſs of Northampton, 5 E. 6. who had been divorced for his 
lady's Adul:-+, and married another before any ACt of Parliament made concerning 
I an Ac which paſſed afterwards (only two Spiritual, and two Temporal Lords diſſen= 
lng) declares he had been at /iberty by the Laws of God to marry, and did lawfully marry 
mother ; Where the Act manitcſily ſuppoſes, that whatever had obtained*tor Law ill 
lattime, was void, as being contrary to God's Law. 
The moſt conhderable Men of the Reform'd Churches both at home and abroad, are 
« this Opinion : Grotzus quotes 7ertullida, in whoſe time it was lawful for the Innocent 
ony Wiirty to Marry, 
id, iY Lancelit Init, Fur. Can, acknowledges that Divorce is a difſolution of the Marriage. 
Seldea, who is not likely to contradict the Liws of this Kingdom, maintaineth, That 
o th@arriage after Divorce is to be allowed: And in that particular, Dr. Hammond doth 
wergpot contradict him, but 1s clearly for ir. 
:n £9 The Opinion of Ameſtas deſerves to be ſet down at large: © Marriage, fays he, can- 
ance Mot begitlilved by men at their pleaſure z and for that reaſon, as it is conſidered fim- 
75d ablolurely, it is rightly {aid to be inviflolvable ; becauſe Marriage 1s not Or- 
oth Fa Civil, but a Divine CorjunAioa 3 and 1s alſo of that nature , that ir cannot be 
| Wfolved without detriment to either Party: Yet it is not fo indiffolvable , bur 
e, ana it may be dillolved tor a Cauſe which God approves as juſt ; for the Indifſolvability was 
which not inſtituted for a Puniſhment, but for the Corntort of Innocent Perſons ; and it 24- 
;_ anf* mits an Exception, wherein God ceaſes to conjorn. By Adultery rwoare made nor to 
" «remain one Fleſh: hence it is, that a Contagious Diſeaſe is nor a Cauſe of diifolving 
r. { * Marriage. By Adultery the very Eſſence of the Contract is direttly violated ; but the Con- 
ath * trad ceaſing, the Bond depending on the Contratt neceſſarily ceaſes, Ir is againſt all rea- 
rry * ſon, that all Matrimonal Durics thould be for ever taken away, yet the Bond or Obli- 
e 4 pation to thoſe Duries thoutd continue. The words of our Lord, Matth, 5. 32- and 
no} © x9. 9. have no diltinQtion or limitation of the putting away, but ſimply and ablolurely 
af} © approve of putting away 3 therefore they approve of a putting away, not partial, or 
« to a particular purpoſe, ſrom Bed and Board, but Total. _ 
& 


© 
s 
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None are againſt the Reformed Divines, but Dr. Fowſon, Mr. Bunny, and Dr. Prideaus. 

Dr. Howſon was a profeſſed Adverfary to Dr. Rayno/ds, who was a great Maintainer 
of the Church of England againſt all the Points of Popery, and particularly in this. 

Dr. Taylor, Biſhop Hal, Dr. Fulk, are for Second Marriages ; no Authors againſt 
them but the Council of Trent, and thoſe of the Church of Rome ; whoſe Credit is only 
ſaved by thoſe of our Church who agree with them. 

Upon the difference of Explication between St. Ambroſe, Origen, and St. Auſtin, a 
new kind of Divorce has been thought of, from Bed and Board ; but this. Dzvorce, or 
Name of a Divorce, was unknown to the Jews,. and Ancient Chriſtians. 

I faid ſo much before, at the Firſt and Second reading of this Bill, that I was in good 
hopes to have had no further occaſion given me of anſwering any Objections againſt 
it now; but ſecing divers new Arguments have been ſtudied and framed againlt it 
Gace that time, I ſhall now endeavour to fatisfy and clear them all. | 

1. The firſt Arguemnt againſt it, is, That the Separation from Bed and Board doth 
not diſſolve the Bond of Marriage. To which I muſt Reply, as I did before, That 
this is a diſtinCtion without a differencs; newly invented by the Canoniſts and Schootmen, 
and never heard of cither in the 0/4 or New Teſtament, nor in the times of the Ancient 
Fathers, who accounted the Separation from Bed and Board, to be the Diſſolution of 
the Bond it ſelf. 

2. That firſt Inſlitution of Marriage, that they may be ove Fleſh, is by Adultery 
diſſolved, when the Adultreſs makes her ſelf ce Fleſh with another Man; and therety 
diſſ»lves the firſt Bond of her Marriage. 

3. The Objection, that if the Bond be diflolvey, and afterwards, if the Man or Woman 
be reconciled, they muſt be Married over again, is no neceſſary Conſequence, no more 
than 'tis in a Perſon baptized, who may break his Covenant, and renounce his 
Baptiſm ; and yet upon true Repentance be received into God's Favour by virtue of 
the firſt Covenant, without any new Baptiſm. Suppoſe a Witch, who they fay makes 
a Compa@ with the Devil, to renounce her Baptiſm; ſhould afterwards , by the 
Grace of God, ſeriouſly and truly Repent her ſelf of the Wickedneſs ; I do not be- 
lieve that any body would take upon him to Baptize her again: and if a Prieſt ſhould 
renounce his Orders, and turn Turk, and yet afterwards repent him, and return into 
the Church ; he need not be Re-ordained a ſecond time. The Caſe will be the famein 
Marriage. 

4. I ſaid heretofore, That the Roman Doctors allowed this Diſſolution of the Bond whe 
the Man and Wite, even after the Conſummation of Marriage, would transfer themſelve 
into a Friary, or a Nunnery : but becauſe it hath_been ſince doubted, that no Authorit 
can be ſhewed for this particular, I ſhall here ſhew it out of the old Conſtitutions 0 
the Church of Erg/and. 

Prov. Will, © And in the Caſe of Religion, that isthe true underſtanding, that to wit, either 0 
_—_—_ * them betaking themſelves to Religion before Carnal Knowledge, the Bond of the 
Ang. fl. oz. © Marriage be diſſolved : but if both enter into Religion, and make ſolemn Profeſſion, the 
g. fol. 94 Z 
Ver. nul. late- ** ſuch Marriage is difſolved., even as to the Bond. 
-_ Separen- +5. It hath alſo been ſaid, That if the Bill paſs, it will paſs againſt the Church of Eng 
land : which I confeſs, I do not underſtand: For the Church of England is within thi 
Kingdom of England ; and if the Laws of this Kingdom be for the Bill, and have declarec 
It by the Aſſent of the King, Lords, and Commons, as in the Caſe of the Marquiſs 0 
Northampton , was heretofore declared in the time of King Edward the 6th, That by th: 
Laws of God the Innocent Party was at liberty to Marry again; Certainly the Spiritua 
Lords, as well as the Temporal and Commons, are bound to admit it: and 7 know 
why they ſhould be called the Church of England, that joyn with the Council of Trent, an« 
plead ſo much to upbold it ; rather than others that joyn with all the Reformer! Churches 


and plead againſt that Canon of the Church of Rome, which hath laid an Anathem.* upon 
if we da not agree with them. | 4nd, 


As to the ſuppoſed Inconveniences that will follow upon Marrying again, 
I, More Inconveniences will follow if they be forbidden to Marry again. 

iy. Fs Father would be in an uncertainty of the Children, if he ſhould retain 
ultereſs. 


3- There would be danger of poyſoning or killing one another, if no Second Mz \ 
riage were allowed. | > 
| 4+ Where the Parties ſhould conſent to new Marriages for their own Luſts, the Ma- 

giſtrates have Power to over-rule ſuch Practices. 


5. If they be kept altogether by Divorce from Marrying , it would occaſion the 
Innocent Party to Sin. 
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